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Analysis of DOD Memorandum on

Military Assistance Programs - (MAP)

I. Summar of the DOD Memorandum

1. The primary purpose of MAP is to assist forward

defense countries in creating forces for external defense.

2. Secondary ob)ectlves are to assist in creation of

y tarsal ssaurdty duress aud as a ~1d ro uu du bases.

Mi.litary forces are one element of a broad range of mea-

sures required to cope wf.th internal security. Thus, MAP

has a useful but limited role in relation to this purpose.

ubtl ttpp t ptederred by st o tries ~ ~id r uo

for base rights, there are other possible means of payment

and these should be considered for the future.

3. A final purpose of MAP is to "dispose nations

favorgbly tcnpard the US in their diplomacyp their public

sentiment, and the direction of their internal development. "
The memorandum concludes that "to achieve a ~o - US orien-

tation ..., standing alone is not normally a sufficient

justification for a grant military equipment program. "
On the other hand, training, particularly ln the US, can

usefully serve this ob]ective.

4. Whenever countries have the ability to pay,

~ales are preferable to grant aid even if very liberal
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credit terms ~t be provided.

5. The programs for Laos, Thailand, NATO military

infrastructure and International 2KLitary Headquarters

should be transferred to the XiD budget.

6. Qs should provide no further grant aid to India

or Pakistan.

7 ~ We should phase out our grant mQitary assist-

ance to Iran after FT 1969.

8. We shou'ld continue do«n«ard pressure on the

force levels of the Republic of China, and hold steady

on ths Korean program aa long aa their participation

in Vietnam continusa.

9. Over ths next four years we should gradually

phase out of grant military assistance in Latin A3esrica

«ith t' he exception of training.

10. In Africa «s should continue to provide grant

aid only to the folio«ing aix countrieat

a. Ethiopia and Lihyanbecauae of bassa,

b. Ths Congo and Liberia to strengthen the

zsgimsa and,

~ c ~ Tunisia and Morocco iu vis«of ths Sovie't

equipped build-up in Algeria.



II. Polic Issues Raised b he MAP MeeorandusL

k. Introduction

Secretary McNssuLra's seaorandua on MAP raises two

broad issues. Oae has to do with SP objectives and poli-

cias over tba long run, th ~ other is related to programs

and prograa levels for FT 1958. This paper is concerned

with the ob)ectives and policy issues only.

This year's aearandmn serves an extreaely useful

purpose by posing several fundamsenta3, issues with respect

to the MhP prograa over the long run. This is an appro- - =

priate ttws to review MLP ob)ectioes and policies for

several reasons:

—Congressional pressures continue - to reduce HAP

appropriations and tbo nuober of clsQltries receiving

grant NQ' assistance. These pressures cannot be ignored.

—Tbe nature and location of the threat to US

security interests continues to change While tbe HlP

progra already reflects this change (the Far gast now

received 4' of grant aiiitary assistance funds) the

currant swaorandua sauces «xplicit the underlying threat

uswptions on which MQ is based - i.e. , reduced ten-

sions with the 'Soviets and growing QdLnese capabilities.
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Bene~, the yro)ected Rhp yclicies also pose the

follooing issues:
objectives

What are the ncpuze and yurposes of Mhy, how do

they relate to US security interest, and ohat priority

should be accorded to the vcricnaa eb]ectives cf SLPT

Boo does ths proposed direction of SLP policy relate to

actions proposed elseohere in tbe BtS bndSetT

B. The Nature and ses of SLP

Secretary BcNansra liars four principal purposes

of ÃLP:

1) to am friends aSainst the throat of external

attack,

2) to help then protect the fabric of their societies

aSaiast iaternal vtelence,

3) to ebtain US access te bases and facilities ia
strategic places g and

4) to dispose nations favorsb1y teoard the US ia
their diplanscy, their public seatineat, and the direc-

tion of aheir internal deseloyaeat.

Bo raises three pertiueat questions vC.th respect to these

purposes
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l) Ross military assistance of aay kind (grant cr

sales) serve these purposes at all in a given situati. oa2

2) Docs military graat aid serve them better than

other available iastruseats of policy'2

3) Should the several purposes of MSP be given equal

weight ia determining ths total number and fuading levels

of country programs 2

h major conclusion of Secretary McNsmara's amoran

dum is that where our primary aim is to generate favorable

attitudes toward the US MkP is act& an appropriate vehicle,

aad this purpose is not a sufficient justificatioa for a

Hhp program. While «e can well understand, and in many

respects sympathise with, the factors which lead to this

coaclusioa, «s question whethex' it is in balance, a con-

clusioa that is coasistent with aad responsive to the

needs of US security. In particular, we believe that it
does raise importaat foreign policy issues which anat be

carefully scrutinised.

Secretapy McNsmara'supports his judgemsats as folloars:

1) Ths number of recipients of grant aid has pro

liferated from 12 countries in 1950 to about 63 ia 1966.

Many of the recipients have only token programs with
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little military )ustification.

2) These small prose«ss often help to support aili-
tary forces which the countries do not need, and which

detract foom economic deveiopment efforts.

3) The provision of military material to one country

Ieneratas demands from neighboring countries for siisLlar
I

~quipment and this leads to 1ncal arms races.

4) There are other «sane of exercising US influence

in many cases (e,I. development loans P.L. 480 ~ train-

ini; programs, etc.)
S) These small programs which have relatively little

direct military rationale are difficult for RS to Justify

to CoQgf4ss ~

6) The Coniress has placed a lied.t en the nuoher of
NLP grant aid materiel recipients, and we ssast howe some

rationale for determininN which countries should he included

These artuments hne a good deal of validity in

certain specific cases. Xn fact, s«st of th«s howe

existed Ln one form 01 another since thefirst pro~am

of military assistance to Greece and Turhey was inaugurated
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, by President Truman in 1948' and later in the more compre-

hensive Mutual Defense Assistance Program of 1949. Thus,

the real question is not whether the concerns expressed by

the Secretary of Defense are valid but rather whether

there are other considerations perhaps having even greater

force. We believe that there are, and thap they dictate

that the liabilities cited by Secretary McNamara be mini-

mired, but essentially accepted as the price paid to

obtain vital security ob)ectives of the US. What then

are these other considerations2

1) All MAP aid has a fundaamntal foreign policy ob]ec-

tive. It was so intended by the Congress as is clearly

set forth in the law. In recognition of its fundamental

political orientation the determination of countries who

are to be recipients and the determination of the, siae of

country programs has, since the inception of the program

been vested in the Secretary of State, not the Secretary

of Defense. In short, we support with MAP thou countries

in which our foreign policy interests dictate such support.

There may be valid reasons for eliminating specific

country programs ~ These
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8.
. eight well be either that our foreign policy interests

do not raLuire such suyport or that NP is an inefficient

vehicle for tha Sob. (We will coasment sere on this point

subsepsantly. ) Thus, we would aaintain that, while in

sons cases there is a clearer ailitary rationale for

supporting certain forces~ than there is in other cases,

it is amuhat arbitrary and mrLaleading to separate smiii

tarp fry political purpeses as tho RR waaarandun does.

2) In aaey of ths less developed countries, ailitary
leaders are an inpcrtant elesant in tha social aud politi-
cal structure. RdLle we prefer cM.lian regimmss, we also

aast, aud in fact do, work with the ones that ezist. It
is presuaablp in our interest to approach such yrobless

as ob)actively as we can, for our foreignppelicy cannot

be liaLted te Just those nations whoso internal systeos

we prefer. If we acted otharoise our relations with foreign

states mtght well be cut in half, or oven half again.

Noroovery in ~ cases wilitarp regi3$ss offer a better

prospect for atabQ. ity and a stronger bulwark against

Ccamnist suboersion than soar of ths feasible civilian
alternatives (a.g. ~ Indonesia, Thailand and Vietnam to
cite but three). MAP is a nouns of developing ties with
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tbe local uilitary, influencing the structure, training

and equipping of their uili. tery establishosnts and neat

of all, influencing thea tc tahe actions consisteut with

omr ob]ectives and interests.

9) While ws should try, and do try, to avoid being

drawn into coapetition in tha supply ot ares~ there are

times whse it is ~ in our interest to do so than not

to do so. It «e offer mtnimsal training prograes «hile

tha Soviets or moose offer uaSor equipuant, tho muce-

nant for recipients to opt for the latter is obvious.

hxt exercise of such an option can result in replaceeent

of US influence on the particular governaent's affairs by

a Soviet or Chinese influence. We do not argue that such

is inevitably the case. We do net even argue that wa

do say that we should not dony to ourselves, to our own

political leljdership, ths option «hich grant nitery
assistance offers us to preclude Oeassaniat influence,

rather than to be precluded by it.
4) Withdrawal of our grant aid will not~ in and of

itself, cut off the supply of sophisticated uilitary

~quipuent and deepen arms races. As noted above, there

are others willing and able to substitute their' equiposnt
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for ours. This includes not only the Soviets and ths

CPR, but also some of our allies. In many cases we will

be batter able to control aod dampen arms competition and

loca1 conflicts by remaining in the gama. It ie

highly doubtful that US supplied arms accounted for the

India-Pakistan clash. The fundamental grievances between

the two nations could have flaired whatever the source of

production of the guns and tanks. Shat is sech clearer

is that US cut-off of arms supply to an army standard%sad

generally along US lines, placed enormous pressures upon

the Paks to cease hostilities as rapidly as they did.

5) Final ly y as to Secre'tery Hcgsmsra ' s concern for

having to defend politically oriented programs we can

only say we agree fully. It is ~propriate to place

this burden on the Secretary ofDDefense and the Defense

Departeent. If justification exists it should fall to

the State Department to stand up and be counted before

the coemLLttees of Congress. If we fail in this tasks

we fail, but shifting the burden to DUD is wrong. Here

is a change in proceduee which can and should be made

and which, if made, would clear the air.
In sum, we wmiM conclude that NAP is and should

continue to be an important foreign policy tool even in
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sess coaatries where the sd.litary rationale for a progrse

is decidedly secondary. We AnrLously should contiaae to

scratinise tbs valae of NQ' in each coantry oa a case-hy-

case basis to assure that the case of this tool in a given

circaseatsnce docs asst US eb)ectieos and to assure that

other techdqaas will not do Cba job better. However,

we sboald not elis&Lasts RAP progress )ast bsceaae there

is noc a atraighcforwsrd ICU.icary or hase righca rationale

C. With respect to Cba role of MAP ia external defense,

Mr. Mclbaesrs ccnclades: "Where tbs external defense of

sn ally is a central problea aad where Cbo lecal ecoaeirJ

we&kg HAP is an appropriaCar indeed, a lslliqae ~ Rostra~~ of US policy. " We agree with thee conclaaien.

Cbs aa eroaad porces Saa~siaa, we ose at least three

treads which asbs fer aa increasing possibility of external

aggraasica at tbe lower ead of tbs hosCG. itiea apectrua.

Ihe first is a continuance of wars of liberation, 'Ihe

second is Cbe greater latitsde which Cbs Soviets may feel

to participate in loser level cowentioaal hostilities,
given the effect of tbe strategic aaclear stal~te aad

third, the ccaiag into ealLstence of iadepeadeat highly
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. nationalistic states has already, and weal ~uostion-

ably in the future, involve frictions ansng thea. What

Secretary Me%mrs's awuoranduu on 1CQitary Assistance

does cot answer any more than does his ~endue on US

ground forces, is bow the US shou%4 fcmaalate its poli

cies and progress t» sea such circunstances. We feel~

for ersnple, that there has been teo asch of a tendency

in the planing of RS materiel progrsiss to as~,
perhaps inplicitly, that it would be US force~ in tba

first instanc», which would be in]ected into international

disnxrbances in the future. We 4o egg believe this view

is held by Wr. McÃanara, but we do believe that the pro-

grans for developing our eon US capabilities are, to a

large extent~ iaplicitly te4 on Jaat such ~ eon

sept. Our eon feeling is that the US ahsuld not establish

itself as ths world s polio&an a a concept which the

Secretary of State has frequently 'enunciated. Sut this

~ay well ~ that we have to find eglgr, ways for pro

viding tho uoans to secure at least aLnisuoL stability,
and that specifically sLight well require aLXitary assis-
rance. Soroover, «here hostilities threaten to get

beyond the bounds of indigenous capabilities, we aaat bo
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suza that there is a capacity to pro)ect SS forces into

tha conflict, if indeed that tares oat to be the coarse

Mich oar policy loaders decide open Sese aSaie MAP

fits into ths pictcre. It is eot onocgh for the QS to

riShts, if «e lack texainai base facilitiea aed if there

ia not an initial iadiaoe~ «ilitaxy force «hich ia

capable of holding tha fort «ntil OS forces arrive.

We sro booed to say that the concept of tbs propex

relationship bet«een QS and indigeaaas allied forces has

not been clearly tbeoSht clmee~h snd artisamlated in any

of the IKR ~ands, encl«dinS the ~ «a lKlitaxy

kssistsnca. head «e hasten to add ths responsibility is
at least a» ssmch that ef tba State Departs aa it is
of tbs mepsm~t of defense. For «e aboeld, in close

and joint coepexatiee «ixh MQ, define ~ clearly «hat

ocr policy ob$ectives axe aed boo iediSe~s ae4 US

eilitsxy force ae4 forces relate te tbe esse«pl%absent

of those obpectivea.

cocci«des:
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"Internal security, resting as it does
on actions across tha entire socio-political
spsctrnn msat ba achieved prisaarily through
the efforts of tha canntry itse1f, and the
east hyartaat efforts are nonMitary. More-
over, there is a very practical limit to the
feasibility and etility of QS involvamsnt in
these internal straggles ... %hen the need tc
provide interimI aacarity is ths priaary gns-
tification for IrQitary assistance ... great
care awt be taban Ce tailor ths prograa to
ths prebl~, and not to provide Wnipesnt
and services ohich are appropriate to tha
problen of external defenses

obese are appropriate general yualifications oz gcNe-

linea to snggest vtth respect to the role of MLP. BSt«

even, ths fact reeaizms that tha US has found it in ocr

interest to involve onraelves cher» threats to iiaernal

seccrity have ~rged (e.g ~ Thai1and), aad atrengthan-

icg of ailitary and paranilitary forces has been an ele-

anat in sech program. The recognitian that MLP alone

cannot salve chs probleat may anggast Cha need for leggy
and ace ~isaginat4» efforts in other fields rather then

tho xech~@p aed ceestrictiaa ef MLP. Kn short~ the

very ccaplscrity ef tbe Qiternal secnrity prsblea vhich

1s cfae8 la «be Aasraa&m alggaOL' tbat tlat cXltOtlAI f0'
MLP aid need to be auSh.e and flexible.

E. ~ Qse Df MLP assis e as a

base rights is seeatieas caebersese~ bct it is the fora
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of payment seat in demand by the couptries providing

bases, " concludes the meaorandum. So«ever, ths desira-

hoity of using other means of payment, where possible,

is suggested. Nc changes are suggested at this time~

and prevision is swda for continued MAP aid to Spain,

Portugal, Ethiopia and Libya primarily on these grounds.

However, tbs bases considered by IXS are primarily atli-
tery bases. Our rta intell e facili ies

al areas do' a to be tabac into ace»un

in ccnsid ths role aX Nip in relation to bases. Por

example y no HQ grant aQ fer Pakistan 'is proposed & &nd

while there sre important political reasons for this

position, ~

this oolic

Sisd.lsrly, tbs rsti»naia for the TurkLah program is
based solely en ths external defense objective without

explicit recognition of the important bases chat «e

hold there. Rails recogniai»n of ths base requirement

would cot necessarily change the character of MAP for
Toricsy, «s believe it «ell sdght. Our recent discussi»ns
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zith the Turks indicate that additional MAP wi.ll be a

~uid r~o uo for extension of present vital facilities
agreements in Turkey.


